
IV. SWITCHING AND INTEROFFICE FACILITIES

The incumbent LECs' comments on switching neither raise significant new

arguments nor present any new, verifiable data, and in the main simply rehash issues that

have already been decided.47

A. Switch Upgrades

Contrary to the incumbent LECs' claims,48 the proposed synthesis model

treatment of switch upgrade costs is fully consistent with forward-looking costing

principles. The incumbents conflate two distinct types of upgrades. First, most switches

are upgraded to reflect technology improvements and such upgrades may consist of both

new hardware and new software. The costs of these "technology upgrades" are already

reflected and recovered in the model through the model's forward-looking depreciation

lives, which are much shorter than the actual useful life of a switch with these technology

upgrades49 Accordingly, any adjustment to reflect technology upgrades would arbitrarily

double-count the costs of these upgrades.

47 AT&T and MCI WoridCom stated in their comments that the synthesis model
currently applies the switch administrative fill factor to the entire switch investment.
Upon further review, AT&T and MCI WoridCom have determined that for the host and
remote switches, this fill factor is being properly applied to the variable cost per line
component. In addition, as noted by GTE, while the synthesis model properly sizes the
standalone-switches, it improperly fails to apply the fill factor to the variable cost per
line.

48 See Sprint at 42-43, 47-48; Bell Atlantic at 8-10 & WarelDippon Aff., mI 16-22;
BellSouth at B-15 to B-16; GTE at 68.

49 For example, the analog stored program controlled switches that are still in the
embedded network today were introduced in the mid-1960s, and thus are more than thirty
years old.
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Second, Bell Atlantic's proposed approach for calculating switching costs (Bell

Atlantic at 9-12) based on "add-on" capacity upgrades is likewise fundamentally flawed.

Large buyers of new switching equipment can obtain deep discounts from vendors'

"standard" or "retail" prices for that equipment. Bell Atlantic, however, claims that the

synthesis model should assume that much of the switching equipment used by suppliers

of the supported services would be "add-on" equipment (primarily line cards that can be

purchased to upgrade the capacity of existing switching equipment) that is priced much

higher than new switching equipment. ld Bell Atlantic contends that this approach is

necessary to reflect its "real world" forward-looking costs because it cannot

"instantaneously rebuil[d]" its network to reflect efficient design. Bell Atlantic,

Attachment C at 9. Bell Atlantic's approach would thus have the Commission calculate

switching costs in which a large portion of the costs would be attributed to switching

capacity that Bell Atlantic claims will be purchased at prices reflecting the smaller

discounts available for add-on equipment and/or that reflect capacity that is not needed to

serve present demand.

Bell Atlantic's proposed methodology would stand the Commission's forward

looking methodology on its head. so An efficient firm seeking to minimize costs - as

so Bell Atlantic's switch cost arguments here are identical to those it has made, largely
without success, to state regulatory commissions in proceedings to establish network
element rates pursuant to Sections 251 and 252 of the Act. In November 1997, AT&T
filed a Complaint against Bell Atlantic, in which it demonstrated inter alia that Bell
Atlantic's treatment of switching costs violated the pricing conditions the Commission
imposed on Bell Atlantic in connection with its acquisition of NYNEX - i.e., that it
comply with the Commission's forward-looking, economic cost pricing standard. AT&T
Corp. v. Bell Atlantic Corp., File No. E-98-05. MCI WoridCom filed a similar
Complaint in December 1997. MCl Telecommunications Corp. v. Bell Atlantic Corp.,
File No. E-98-12. AT&T and MCI WoridCom incorporate by reference into these reply

(continued . . .)
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firms must do in competitive markets and as the Commission's forward-looking costing

standard requires - would, to the maximum extent possible, buy new equipment, properly

sized to meet anticipated demand, at new equipment discounts. It would do so because,

in a competitive market, only efficiently incurred costs can be recovered - i.e., the costs

of assets that are optimally configured and sized with current technology and efficient

operating practices. By contrast, a competitive market would never allow the recovery of

a costly patchwork ofafter-the-fact add-ons to undersized switches, as Bell Atlantic now

advocates.SI And it is precisely for these reasons that the Commission has repeatedly

required that universal service and network element costs be calculated on the basis of

ffi · kd' S2e clent networ eSlgn.

Bell Atlantic's approach also is not based on long run costs as required by the

Universal Service Order. Id 11 250(3). As the Commission observed, the "long run is a

period so long that all of the firm's present contracts will have run out, its present plant

and equipment will have been worn out or rendered obsolete and will therefore need

(continued . . .)
comments the pleadings submitted in those proceedings.

SI TeIIingly, Bell Atlantic made exactly this point when it tried to explain why new
entrants would be able to compete effectively in the New York market in order to justify
its merger with NYNEx. More specifically, Bell Atlantic argued that because of the
difference in price between new switch lines and add-on lines, "it would be far more cost
efficient to install a new switch, in proximity to and dedicated to the targeted customers,
rather than to upgrade existing distant switches to serve those customers." Declaration of
Nancy Sayer, 11 II (filed in Application of NYNEX Corp. Transferor, to Bell Atlantic
Corp. Transferee, For Consent to Transfer Control ofNYNEX Corp. and Its Subsidiaries,
File No. NSD-L-96-10) (emphasis added).

S2 See Local Competition Order, 11 685; Report and Order, Federal-State Joint Board on
Universal Service, 12 FCC Red. 8776, 11 250(1) (1997) ("Universal Service Order");
Fifth Report and Order, Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, 13 FCC Rcd.
21323,1166 (1998) ("Platform Order"); 47 C.F.R. § 51.505(b)(1).
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replacement." Local Competition Order, ~ 677 n.1682 (quoting William Baumol,

Economic Theory and Operations Analysis (4th ed. 1977) at 290). A firm in the long run

therefore is free to choose assets that are optimally sized and configured, unfettered by

the legacy ofpast fixed investments. 53

Bell Atlantic's claim that the Commission's approach "assume[s] that a LEC can

instantaneously build a purely hypothetical network to serve total present and future

demand on day one," Bell Atlantic, Attachment C at 10, is a caricature. The case for

using new equipment discounts as a determinant of forward-looking switching costs rests

on several grounds, none of which assumes that Bell Atlantic - or any other incumbent

carrier - will ever achieve an optimal switch configuration. Efficient firms in

competitive markets converge toward optimal asset configurations over the long run, and

the ever-present threat of entry by new competitors with all-new equipment holds prices

down to those levels. Moreover, the present value of any add-on equipment acquired

after new entry should be relatively small, for the large amount of reserve switch capacity

assumed in synthesis model switching costs should obviate the need for any additional

processor capacity for years. Regardless of the actual switch mix, the economic (as

opposed to embedded) cost of switching equipment can never exceed the cost ofbuying it

new for existing demand. A rational profit-maximizing firm will deploy add-on

53 Bell Atlantic's approach also is riddled with internal inconsistencies. Bell Atlantic is
costing the network that it might acquire in the short run to comport with its legacy of
sunk investment in long-lived assets, while ignoring the zero-cost incremental nature of
much of that sunk investment during the same time period. This methodology does not
reflect what costs any real firm would experience under any circumstances, as it assumes
away both the advantages of long-run freedom to choose efficient assets and the
advantages of inherited sunk assets whose use entails no further economic costs. In short,
Bell Atlantic's standard assures estimates ofcosts that exceed both long run and short run

(continued . . .)
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equipment only so long as its incremental cost is less than the total cost of all-new

equipment.

Finally, Bell Atlantic's additional claim that the Commission should not attempt

to model changes in switch costs over time, e.g. Bell Atlantic at 12; see also Further

Notice, ~ 166-68, is plainly misguided. That claim is based on the assertion that the

Commission "makes an incorrect assumption that switch prices will continue to decline.

In Bell Atlantic's experience, switching costs have leveled out in the last few years."

Bell Atlantic at 12. Bell Atlantic's claim is false and, indeed, is directly contradicted by

USTA, which just two months ago told the Commission that switching prices "have

declined 60 percent from 1986 to 1996 and are projected to fall another 12 percent by

2000.,,54 Accordingly, the Commission should modify switch cost data to account for

lower costs. See AT&T/MCI WorldCom Comments at 38-39 (but noting that a standard

logarithmic functional form should be used).

B. Digital Loop Carrier Adjustment

The incumbent LECs assert that the Commission need not include an offset to

account for the indisputably lower costs of terminating lines via a DLC. See GTE at 66;

Sprint at 49. GTE (at 66), for example, admits that there is "savings from DLC," but

(continued . . .)
forward-looking costs.

S4 USTA Comments, CC Docket 96-98 (May 26, 1998), "UNE Fact Report," by Peter W.
Huber & Evan T. Leo, at 1-28 (emphasis added). Bell Atlantic's assertion regarding
trends in switching costs is apparently based on its 1994 switch contracts. Bell Atlantic
Garzillo Afr. ~ S. If Bell Atlantic in fact agreed to switching contracts that "effectively
froze prices on switching equipment," id ~ 6 (public version), those prices would reflect
its idiosyncratic business judgment, and not the true, forward-looking costs of an efficient
carrier. In any event, if switch prices are no longer projected to decline, switch
depreciation life should be extended out to its physical life.
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nonetheless urges the Commission to reject a downward cost adjustment to reflect these

cost savings and instead make an upward adjustment because, in GTE's view, the model

may calculate more analog lines than actually exist in the depreciation data set due to its

use ofan 18 kilofeet maximum copper loop length. GTE at 66. GTE then asserts that the

higher switch costs from serving these "extra" analog lines needs to be added to the

model. Id GTE nowhere provides empirical support for these assertions concerning the

percent ofdigital lines versus analog lines, and, even iftrue, GTE could not justify failing

to reflect cost savings where OLC is appropriately deployed. It is indisputable that the

proposed depreciation and RUS data currently underestimate significantly the amount of

OLC savings that would be generated in a forward-looking environment.ss AT&T's and

MCI WoridCom's solution is simple, and contrary to GTE's claims, does not require the

Commission to measure "hypothetical future savings." GTE at 66. Using the most

conservative assumptions, OLC saves at least $30 per line. S6 After making an upward

cost adjustment to this depreciation and RUS data proposed cost input to convert all lines

to analog, this OLC savings adjustment would then lower per line switching costs by $30,

but only for the lines that the model calculates as provisioned on OLC. See AT&T/MCI

ss As AT&T and MCI WorldCom demonstrated in their opening comments (at 41-43),
the depreciation data set includes switch costs reflecting the embedded mix of IDLC
lines, which is far less than the ratio of IDLC lines that is calculated in the Commission's
forward-looking synthesis model.

S6 That figure includes $12 saved in MDF costs, and there can be no dispute that OLC
lines do not require an MDF. In addition, the proposed adjustment includes $18 for the
OLC switch port termination, which is derived by taking the midpoint of a figure used by
a Bell Atlantic network planner. AT&T/MCI WorldCom at 41-42. There can be no valid
claim, therefore, that this figure is not verifiable.
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WorldCom at 41-43. This adjustment is the most reasonable way to account for DLC

savings, and the Commission should adopt it.

v. EXPENSES

The incumbent LECs have raised several challenges to the Commission's

proposed methodology for calculating expenses. Although the Commission's

methodology may suffer from some imperfections, AT&T and MCI WorldCom believe

that the Commission's tentative input values for expenses are reasonable. Indeed, the

Commission's proposed regression-based, per-line expense values - the main focus ofthe

incumbent LECs' attack - are consistent, on net, with those proposed by BellSouth in its

comments, and with the BCPM national default inputs. 57 Accordingly, even if the

Commission elects to modify its proposed methodology in some minor respects, it should

not adopt expense values that differ significantly from those it has tentatively adopted.

To the extent the incumbent LECs have provided the Commission with proposed

alternatives, instead of just criticism, they have not provided other commenters with

sufficient back-up information to meaningfully evaluate the incumbent LECs' proposals.

The Commission has provided a documented methodology with reviewable input data,

and alternative proposals should provide the same opportunity for meaningful review.

To the extent AT&T and MCI WorldCom were able to review these proposals,

AT&T and MCI WorldCom remain concerned that the incumbent LECs' (and the

Commission's) proposed inputs do not exclude the costs associated with unsupported

services and one-time charges.

57 BellSouth at Exhibit 2, p.l; U S West, Pacific Tel and Sprint BCPM Documentation at
Attachment 10, p.3. (Jan. 13, 1997).
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In addition, the incumbent LECs appear to criticize the appropriateness of the

Commission's input values on the grounds that they are lower than the embedded costs

allegedly incurred by the incumbent LECs. But a forward-looking network often will

result in lower costs than an embedded network. Although Sprint (at 55-56) would have

the Commission believe that maintenance costs per unit of plant increase over time, the

trend in the industry has been to develop equipment and practices to minimize

maintenance expense. Indeed, if there is any problem with the Commission's

maintenance expense ratios, it is that they reflect the servicing of too much embedded

(and thus higher maintenance) plant, and too little forward-looking (and thus lower

maintenance) plant. Had the Commission's analysis been based exclusively on financials

that reflected equipment consistent with the most efficient forward-looking practices, the

maintenance expenses would have been lower. In addition, employees per 10,000 lines

has steadily dropped by 5 percent per year for the RBOCs since 1984. Similarly, cash

operating expenses per line has declined on a nominal basis by 9 percent per year

(overall) since 1994, and by 2.4 percent compound annual growth rate through the end of

1998 for Tier I carriers. Thus, the clear trend in the industry is for declining costs, and

the expense input values adopted by the Commission therefore should be lower than the

incumbent LECs' embedded costS.~8

~8 Sprint claims that nationwide estimates should not be used for support or plant-specific
expense input values because the RBOCs operate in high density areas and, consequently,
nationwide values allegedly will understate significantly the costs incurred by smaller
companies that operate in lower density areas. Sprint at 51-55. Sprint attempts to
support this argument using 1997 ARMIS 43-08 plant data. Id These data reveal,
however, that the most significant driver of cost differences between carriers in the
ARMIS study area data is efficiency. For example, by Sprint's own density metric, Sprint
is 37 percent more dense than CTEC (Commonwealth ofPA), a small carrier with less

(continued . . .)
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VL CAPITAL COSTS

A. Depreciation

Predictably, only the incumbent LECs challenge the Commission's tentative

decision to rely on its Part 32 depreciation lives and net salvage lives. Ameritech at 31;

Bell Atlantic at 23-24; BellSouth at B-23 to 24; GTE at 85; SBC at 21-23. The

Commission properly rejected the incumbent LECs' arguments against use of Part 32

depreciation lives in its Further Notice (1[235), and the incumbent LECs provide no new

evidence to demonstrate that these lives are not forward-looking.

Nor could they. Indeed, as the GSA demonstrates, the Commission's depreciation

lives currently permit incumbent LECs to take depreciation charges well in excess of

actual retirements. Thus, the Commission's rules allow for an average depreciation rate

of 7 percent even though incumbent LECs are retiring plant at only a four percent rate.

GSA at 5. As a result of this consistent excess of accruals over retirements, LEC

depreciation reserves have risen from 18.7 percent in 1980 to 50.7 percent in 1998. Id at

5-6.

The Commission should likewise reject the scattershot arguments made by the

incumbents in favor of highly accelerated depreciation rates. For example, Ameritech

argues (at 31) that the Part 32 depreciation lives are flawed because they are longer than

those advocated by Technology Futures, Inc. ('TFf'). Contrary to Ameritech's claims,

TFI is not "independent" but, as the Delaware Public Service Commission noted in

(continued . . .)
than 4 percent of the switched lines of Sprint. See 1997 ARMIS 43-08 (showing CTEC
with 254,945 switched lines). Nonetheless, and contrary to Sprint's argument, CTEC's
monthly plant-specific expense per line ($5.88) is less than half the unit cost of Sprint's
($14.23).
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rejecting the use of TFI-sponsored depreciation rates, the "firm's primary source of

income comes from studies paid by an association of local exchange carriers." Findings

and Recommendations of the Hearing Examiners, PSC Docket No. 96-324, ~ 79 (De.

PSC Apr. 7, 1997), aff'd, Findings, Opinion and Order No. 4542, PSC Docket No. 96-

324, ~ 30 (De. PSC July 8, 1997). And precisely because the TFI lives are unrealistically

short, they have been widely rejected by state commissions that have considered them.

E.g., id. (rejecting TFI lives for use in Delaware and noting that they have been rejected

in New Hampshire and New Jersey); Commission Order, Case No. 96-1516-T-PC, et al.,

at 65 (W.v. PSC May 16, 1997) (rejecting use ofTFI lives for West Virginia).s9

The incumbents' accounting depreciation proposals are equally flawed. See Bell

Atlantic at 24; GTE at 85; SBC at 21-23; Sprint at 77. There is simply no relationship

between financial accounting rules and forward-looking costing principles. For example,

if an incumbent LEC intends to replace its existing telecommunications network with an

integrated telecommunications-video network, it might be appropriate for the incumbent

LEC to use shorter lives for financial reporting purposes, but the costs attributable to non-

basic telephone services are not entitled to universal service support and should not be

included in a forward-looking cost study. See Platform Order, ~ 70. And it is precisely

because financial accounting rules are not designed to protect the interests of ratepayers

that the Commission has rejected their use for regulatory purposes. Report and Order,

Simplification ofthe Depreciation Prescription Process, 8 FCC Red. 8052, ~ 46 (1993).60

S9 Bell Atlantic affiant Rosston, while correctly advocating the use of forward-looking
depreciation lives and schedules, produces no evidence that the Commission's current
lives and schedules are not forward looking.

60 Sprint also suggests that the Commission's lives are flawed because they do not reflect
(continued . . .)
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Only Ameritech argues in favor of accelerated depreciation. Ameritech at 30.61

Ameritech is silent as to what precise method the Commission should use. That is

because, as AT&T and MCI WorldCom have explained, and other commenters have

recognized, see, e.g., GTE at 85; Sprint at 75, departures from straight line depreciation

would require the Commission to engage in speculative, and time consuming

investigation for each asset class as to the precise depreciation curve for that asset class.

AT&T/MCI WoridCom at 48. That would be both wasted and counterproductive effort,

because there is no reason to expect the facilities used today to provide basic local

services will depreciate more rapidly today than they will in succeeding years. Id

B. Cost of Capital

As the GSA recognizes, it is clearly inappropriate for the Commission to use the

current federal rate ofreturn of 11.25 percent to calculate universal service costs. GSA at

6-7. As AT&T and MCI have elsewhere explained in great detail, the current federal rate

of return, which was set in 1990, grossly exceeds the true forward-looking cost of capital

of approximately 8.64 percent. AT&T/MCI WorldCom at 50 (citing Responsive

Submission of AT&T Corp. to Prescription Proceeding Direct Case Submissions and

(continued . . .)
the early retirement of digital switches with packet switches. Sprint at 76. But as the
Commission has already found, costs incurred by incumbent LECs to provide advanced
services are not supported by the federal universal service fund. Platform Order, ~ 70.
Indeed, this provides an apt illustration as to why use of financial accounting depreciation
rules are not appropriate because depreciation expenses associated with such early
retirements would properly be included in the companies financial books. In addition,
Sprint did not complement its proposal to accelerate circuit switch retirement with the
substitution of lower-priced packet switch costs for the circuit switch costs currently
modeled. See Sprint at 42.

61 Although Bell Atlantic affiant Rosston argues in favor of accelerated depreciation, this
position does not appear to be endorsed by his sponsor.
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Reply Comments on the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, In the Matter of Prescribing

the Authorized Unitary Rate ofReturn for Interstate Servs. ofLocal Exchange Carriers,

CC Docket 98-166 (March 16, 1999». This inflates the calculated cost of basic service

in the synthesis model by 1013 percent and likely inflates federal subsidy expenses by far

more. Thus, the Commission should conclude the federal rate prescription proceeding

immediately so that it can use the same cost of capital for universal service costs on

January 1, 2000.

VII. OTHER ISSUES

As described in AT&T's and MCI WorldCom's comments, the Commission

should aggregate a holding company's operations within a state for purposes of applying

the criteria of 47 U.S.C. § 153(37). No commenter has rebutted AT&T's and MCI

WorldCom's showing that efficiencies are reaped on the holding company level, or that

treating study areas separately would allow a holding company to devise corporate

structures that manipulate the universal service system to the detriment of competition

and consumers.

GTE (at 92-93) claims that aggregating a holding company's operations within a

state for purposes of applying the criteria of Section 153(37) would be inconsistent with

two of the four criteria included in that section. GTE's argument, however, ignores the

fact that the "study area" concept originally was designed to encompass a company's

complete operations within a state. It is only through GTE's acquisitions and corporate

structuring decisions that it finds itself with multiple corporate subdivisions within a

single study area. Because the intent of the statutory provision is to encompass a

company's complete operations within an individual state, and because efficiencies are

reaped on precisely this statewide level (and GTE's alternative proposal would create
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opportunities to manipulate the universal service system), the Commission should

aggregate a holding company's operations within a state for purposes of applying the

criteria of Section 153(37).
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission should revIse its proposed input

values as described in AT&T's and MCI WoridCom's comments and reply comments.

Respectfully submitted,
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P.O. Box 6100
St. Thomas, USVI 00801-6100

Philip F. McClelland
PENNSYLVANIA OFFICE OF CONSUMER
ADVOCATE
1425 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Barry Payne
INDIANA OFFICE OF CONSUMER COUNSEL
100 North Senate Avenue
RoomN501
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2208

James B. Ramsay
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REGULATORY
UTILITY COMMISSIONERS
1100 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
P.O. Box 684
Washington, DC 20044-0684

Kevin Schwenzfeier
NEW YORK STATE DEPT. OF PUBLIC
SERVICE
3 Empire State Plaza
Albany, NY 12223

Sheryl Todd (plus 3 copies)
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Accounting and Audits Division
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Room 5-A523
Washington,DC 20554

..._-...----- -----------



Robert B. McKenna
Kathryn E. Ford
Steven R. Beck
U S WEST, INC.
1020 19th Street, NW
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

John W. Hunter
Julie Rones
Porter E. Childers
UNITED STATES TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
1401 H Street, NW
Suite 600
Washington, DC 20005

Michael S. Pabian
2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Room4H86
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025

Benjamin H. Dickens, Jr.
Mary J. Sisak
BLOOSTON, MORDKOFSKY, JACKSON &
DICKENS
2120 L Street, NW
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20037
Counsel for TXU Communications Telephone Co.

Jonathan Chambers
SPRINTPCS
1801 K Street, NW
Suite Ml12
Washington, DC 20006

IRWIN, CAMPBELL & TANNENWALD
1730 Rhode Island Avenue, NW
Suite 200
Washington, DC 20036

Robert A. Mazer
VINSON & ELKINS
1455 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004-1008

Lawrence E. Sarjeant
Linda L. Kent
Keith Townsend
UNITED STATES TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
1401 H Street, NW
Suite 600
Washington, DC 20005

Sandra K. Williams
SPRINT CORPORATION
4220 Shawnee Mission Parkway
Suite 303A
Westwood, KS 66205

Jay C. Keithley
Leon Kestenbaum
SPRINT CORPORATION
1850 M Street, NW
11th Floor
Washington, DC 20036



J.R. Brumley
SOUTH SLOPE COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE
210 Tuttle Street
P.O. Box 8
Norway, IA 52381

Larry A. Peck
AMERITECH
2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Room4H86
Hoffinan Estates, IL 60196-1025

Kathleen Q. Abernathy
AlRTOUCH COMMUNICATIONS
1818 N Street, NW
Suite 800
Washington, DC 20036

Adam Golodner
RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE
Deputy Administrator
1400 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20250

John G. Lamb, Jr.
NORTHERN TELECOM
2100 Lakeside Boulevard
Richardson, TX 75081-1599

Robert M. Lynch
SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE CO.
One Bell Center
Room 3524
St. Louis, MO 63101

Jeffrey S. Linder
WILEY, REIN & FIELDING
1776 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Cynthia B. Miller
FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
Capital Circle Office Center
2540 Shumard Oak Boulevard
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Stephen L. Goodman
NORTHERN TELECOM
HALPRIN TEMPLE GOODMAN & SUGRUE
1100 New York Avenue, NW
Suite 650 East Tower
Washington, DC 20005

Dennis Crawford
MONTANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
P.O. Box 202601
Helena, MT 59620-2601



David L. Nace
Pamela L. Gist
LUKAS, NACE, GUTIERREZ & SACHS
1111 19th Street, NW
Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036
Counsel for Skyline Telephone Membership Corp.

Milton Higa
HAWAll PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
465 South King Street
Room 103
Honolulu, HI 96813

SOUTH CAROLINA PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION
I 11 Doctors Circle
P.O. Box 11649
Columbia, SC 29211

Mike Pabian
MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Room4H82
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196

Executive Director
KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
730 Schenkel Lane
Frankfort, KY

Eve Kahao Gonzalez
LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
P.O. Box 91154
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-9154

Robert Bennink
Director and General Counsel
NORTH CAROLINA UTILITIES COMMISSION
430 North Salisbury Street
Raleigh, NC 27603

Edward A. Garvey
Chairman
MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION
121 7th Place East
Suite 350
St. Paul, MN 55101

Jason Hendricks
Rasha Yow
Chris Graves
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION
P.O. Box 19280
Springfield, IL 62794-9280

Tom Wilson
WASHINGTON UTILITIES &
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
1300 Evergreen Park Drive, SW
Olympia, WA 98504-7250



Phoebe Isales
PUERTO RICO PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION
235 Arterial Hostos Avenue
Capital Center
North Tower, Suite 901
San Juan, Puerto Rico 00918-1453

ITS, Inc.
1231 20th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

Jim Eisner
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

LisaZaina
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Craig Brown
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Brian J. Cohee
INDIANA UTILITIES REGULATORY
COMMISSION
302 W. Washington Street
Suite E-306
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Jim Zolnierek
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Don Stockdale
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Jeff Prisbrey
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Chuck Keller
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554



Mark Kennet
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Robert Loube
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Richard Cameron
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Abdel Eqab
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

James Rowe
ALASKA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
201 East 56th Street
Suite 114
Anchorage, AK 99518

Katie King
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

William Sharkey
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Bryan Cloptom
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Richard Smith
Common Carrier Bureau
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
The Portals
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Carolyn C. Hill
ALIANT COMMUNICATIONS
601 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004



Carolyn C. Hill
ALLTEL COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES
CORP.
601 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Joseph DiBella
Michael E. Glover
BELL ATLANTIC
1320 North Court House Road
8th Floor
Arlington, VA 22201

James J. Kail
BENTLEYVILLE TELEPHONE COMPANY
608 Main Street
Bentleyville, PA 15314

John F. Jones
CENTURYTEL, INC.
100 Century Park Drive
Monroe, LA 71203

John B. Adams
CITIZENS UTILITIES COMPANY
1400 16th Street, NW
Suite 500
Washington, DC 20036

Michael S. Pabian
Milan V. Holy
Kent A. Currie
AMERITECH
2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025

M. Robert Sutherland
Richard M. Sbaratta
BELLSOUTH CORPORATION
1155 Peachtree Street, NW
Suite 1700
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

Karen Brinkmann
Richard R. Cameron
LATHAM & WATKINS
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004
Counsel for CenturyTel Inc.

Christopher J. Wilson
CINCINNATI BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY
201 East 4th Street
Room 102-620
Cincinnati, OH 45201

Russell M. Blau
Harry N. Malone
SWIDLER BERLIN SHEREFF FRIEDMAN
3000 K Street, NW
Suite 300
Washington, DC 20007
Counsel for Commonwealth Telephone Co.



George N. Barclay
Michael J. Ettner
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
1800 F Street, NW
Room 4002
Washington, DC 20405

Thomas R. Parker
GTE SERVICE CORPORATION
P.O. Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015-2092

Bernard A. Nigro, Jr.
Christopher S. Huther
Thomas W. Mitchell
COLLIER, SHANNON, RILL & SCOTT
3050 K Street, NW
Suite 400
Washington, DC 20007
Counsel for GTE Service Corporation

Allan Kniep
William H. Smith
Johanna Benson
IOWA UTILITIES BOARD
350 Maple Street
Des Moines, IA 50319

Richard A. Askoff
Regina McNeil
NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER ASSOC.
100 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981

SNAVELY KING MAJOROS O'CONNOR & LEE
1220 L Street, NW
Suite 410
Washington, DC 20005
Economic Consultants for General Services Admin.

Gail L. Polivy
GTE SERVICE CORPORATION
1850 M Street, NW
Suite 1200
Washington, DC 20036

Jeffiy H. Smith
GVNW CONSULTING
8050 SW Warm Springs Street
Tualatin, OR 97062

Donald 1. Reed
MATANUSKA TELEPHONE ASSOCIATION
1740 South Chugach
Palmer, AK 99645

Lowell C. Johnson
NEBRASKA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
300 The Atrium
1200 N Street
Lincoln, NB 68509-4927



Joe D. Edge
Tina M. Pidgeon
DRINKER, BIDDLE & REATH
1500 K Street, NW
Suite 1100
Washington, DC 20005
Counsel for Puerto Rico Telephone Co.

L. Marie Guillory
Jill Canfield
NTCA
4121 Wilson Boulevard
10th Floor
Arlington, VA 22203

Alfred G. Richter, Jr.
Roger K. Toppins
Hope Thurrott
SBC COMMUNICATIONS
One Bell Plaza
Room 3023
Dallas, TX 75202

Margot S. Humphrey
KOTEEN & NAFTALlN
1150 Connecticut Avenue NW,
Suite 1000
Washington, DC 20036 .
Counsel for National Rural Telephone Association

Stuart Polikoff
Kate Kaercher
OPASTCO
21 Dupont Circle, NW
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036


